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1. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

For examples: 

(1) claim 1, line 4, "composits" should be changed to "composite" for clarity; 

(2) claim 8, line 3, "the scene cuts" shows no clear antecedent basis; 

(3) claim 9, line 2, "the pairs of adjacent scene cuts" shows no clear antecedent basis; 

(4) claim 9, line 3, "said composits" shows no clear antecedent basis. In addition, 
"composits" is misspelled; 

(5) claim 10, line 10, "composit" should be changed to "composite" for clarity; 

(6) claim 10, line 5, "said super-frames" shows no clear antecedent basis; and 

(7) claim 14, line 2, "said super- frames" shows no clear antecedent basis. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Burt et al of 
record (5,999,662). 

Burt et al discloses a system for automatically aligning images to form a mosaic image as 
shown in Figures 1-3,7-11, and 14, and the same video display system and method as claimed in 
claims 1 andlO, comprising the same video source to provide a video comprising a set of video 
frames (see column 3, lines 43-67); a video processor to separate the set of video frames into 
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subsequences and to combine the frames of the input subsequences into super- frames comprising 
composits of the input subsequences (i.e., as provided by 102 of Figure 7, 1401 of Figure 8 and 
Figure 14, see column 3, lines 61-67, column 12, lines 22-48, column 15, lines 7-36); a super- 
frame processor (i.e., 814, 816, 818, 820 of Figure 8) arranged to receive the super- frames and to 
generate output subsequences of video frames from the super- frames corresponding to the input 
subsequences of frames from which the corresponding super-frames were composed; a video 
display device (i.e., 822 of Figure 8, see column 17, lines 10-28) connected to display the output 
subsequences in sequence as a facsimile of the video; generating a video with a video camera 
which is subjected to camera motion (see column 4, lines 53-67); and divide the video into input 
subsequences of frames, and combining the frames of each input subsequence into a super- frame 
comprising a composit of the frames of such subsequence (i.e., as provided by 102 of Figure 7, 
1401 of Figure 8 and Figure 14, see column 3, lines 61-67, column 12, lines 22-48, column 15, 
lines 6-36). 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 5-7 and 13-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burt et al as applied to claims 1 and 10 in the above paragraph (3), and further in view of Gove 
of record (5,973,733). 

Burt et al discloses substantially the same video display system and method as above, 
further including the video processor positioning the frames of the video in the super- frames in 
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accordance with the detected camera motion and wherein the super-frame processor produces the 
frames of the output subsequences in accordance with the detected camera motion (see column 4, 
lines 53-67). 

Burt et al does not particularly disclose, though, a video camera motion detection system 
which detects the motion of a video camera when generating the video, and wherein the video 
camera motion detection system detects camera shake and/or excessive motion of the camera and 
generates from the set of video frames a new sequence of video frames in which the effects of 
camera shake and/or excessive motion are eliminated as claimed in claims 5, 7, 13, and 15. It is 
noted that though Burt et al teaches the particular manipulation of the displayed image in 
response to camera motion (see column 4, lines 53-67), Burt et al is silent as to the particular use 
of a video camera motion detection system which detects the motion of video camera when 
generating the video as claimed. Since Burt et al teaches the particular manipulation of the 
displayed image in response to camera motion, it is considered obvious if not inherent that a 
camera motion detection system is provided within Burt et al for detecting the camera motion for 
further manipulating the images. In any event, Gove discloses a video stabilization system and 
method as shown in Figure 2, and teaches the conventional use of camera motion detection 
system (i.e., 50 of Figure 2, and see Abstract, column 3, lines 49-54, column 4, lines 20-25, 
column 5, lines 17-25, lines 57-67, column 6, lines 1-15) for detecting motion of a video camera, 
and modification of the video to compensate for the camera movement. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the Burt et al and Gove references in front 
of him/her and the general knowledge of camera motion detections, would have had no difficulty 
in providing the camera motion detection system of Gove as part of the video display system as 
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shown in Figure 8 of Burt et al if such detection system was not already provided within Burt et 
al for the same well known detection of motion of a video camera and for changing the images in 
response to the detected motion for image stabilization purposes as claimed. 
6. Claims 2-4, 8, 9, 1 1, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Burt et al as applied to claims 1 and 10 in the above paragraph (3), and further in view of 
Astle (5,485,611). 

Burt et al discloses substantially the same video display system and method as above, 
farther including a video compression system (i.e., 800 of Figure 8), a video processor connected 
to receive a video from the video source, the video processor to separate the frames of the 
received video into sequences, and to combine the frames of each sequence into at least one 
composite of the frames of such sequence, the composits each comprising the frames of a 
subsequence (i.e., 102 of Figure 7, 1401 of Figure 8 and Figure 14, see column 3, lines 61-67, 
column 12, lines 22-48, column 15, lines 7-36). 

Burt et al does not particularly disclose, though, the folio wings: 

(a) wherein the video processor detects scene cuts in the video, the input subsequences 
being selected so as not to include a scene cut between the frames of a given input subsequence, 
the video processor produces the input subsequences by dividing the scenes between the scene 
cuts into the input subsequences as claimed in claims 2 and 3; 

(b) wherein the super frame processor generates an output sequence from the output 
subsequences with cross fading from the end of each preceding output subsequence to the 
beginning of the next succeeding output subsequence, and wherein the output subsequences are 



Application/Control Number: 10/025,888 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2613 

displayed in sequence by fading from the end of each preceding output subsequence into the 
beginning of the next succeeding output subsequence as claimed in claims 4 and 12; 

(c) the video processor being operable to detect the scene cuts in the received video, 
wherein each sequence does not include a scene cut as claimed in claim 8; and 

(d) wherein the video processor divides the scenes between the pairs of adjacent scene 
cuts into subsequences, the step of dividing the video into input subsequences is carried out by 
detecting scene cuts in the video and dividing the scenes between the scene cuts into the input 
subsequences whereby the input subsequences do not include scene cuts as claimed in claims 9 
and 11. 

Regarding (a) to (d), Astle discloses a video database indexing as shown in Figure 2, and 
teaches the conventional detection of scene cuts of video, and fade and cross fading occurring 
between video shots (see column 7, lines 30-65, column 8, line 55 to column 9, line 41, column 
11, lines 3-23). It is noted that Burt et al teaches the particular mosaic based compression system 
which exploits the temporal and spatial redundancy within a sequence of images and wherein a 
series of mosaics from the subsequences of images are created (see column 14, lines 28-40). 
Since Burt et al is interested in exploiting temporal and spatial redundancy of images, it is 
therefore considered obvious that the created mosaic subsequences of images pertain to 
subsequences between scene cuts. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art, having the Burt et al and Astle references in front of him/her and the general 
knowledge of the manipulating of images between scene cuts, would have had no difficulty in 
providing the scene cut detection with fade and cross fading features as taught by Astle for the 
video display system of Burt et al so that the video processor of Burt detects scene cuts in the 
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video, the input subsequences being selected so as to not include a scene cut between the frames 
of a given input subsequence, the video processor of Burt et al produces input subsequences by 
dividing the scenes between the scene cuts/pairs of adjacent scene cuts into the input 
subsequences, wherein the super frame processor of Burt et al generates an output sequence from 
the output subsequences with cross fading from the end of each preceding output subsequence to 
the beginning of the next succeeding output subsequence, wherein the output subsequences are 
displayed in sequence by fading from the end of each preceding output subsequence into the 
beginning of the next succeeding output subsequence, for the same well known manipulating of 
similar features within a video sequence of images between scene cuts, fading, and cross fading 
purposes as claimed. 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Taubman discloses a method for providing motion compensated multi-field enhancement 
of still images from video. 

Gilbert et al discloses a system for digitally capturing and recording panoramic movies. 

Boyer et al discloses a method and apparatus for generating unlimited selected image 
views from a larger image. 

Coombs et al discloses an identifying of film frames in a video sequence. 

Astle discloses a bit allocation in a coded video sequence. 
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8. 



Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314, (for formal communications intended for entry) 

(for informal or draft communications, please label "PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington. VA., Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 



9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Lee whose telephone number is (703) 308-6612. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m, with 
alternate Fridays off. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Group customer service whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 




Richard Lee/rl 




9/3/04 



